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2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 
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Application Papers 
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10)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 
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Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
11 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 
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Attachments) 

1) ^ Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 

2) O Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449 or PTO/SB/08) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date . 



4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-413) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

5) O Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 

6) □ Other: . 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 

PTOL-326 (Rev. 7-05) 



Office Action Summary 



Part of Paper No./Mail Date 20060414 



Application/Control Number: 10/678,647 Page 2 

Art Unit: 1725 

DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claim 1 recites a method of manufacturing components with an intended use that 
the components be used in a weaving machine. Since the language "weaving machine" 
is only found in the preamble, and is not necessary to breath life and meaning into the 
claims, it has not been given patentable weight. 

2. The indicated allowability of the subject matter of claim 2 is withdrawn in view of 
the newly discovered prior art reference Ferrara in U.S. Patent No. 3,464,163. 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

4. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Bowen in U.S. 
Patent No. 4,476,900. Bowen discloses a part (heddle rod 16) made of two parts, part 
"A" being made of tempered carbon or stainless steel (see column 3,line 1) and part "B" 
being made of a thermoplastic or a dissimilar lightweight metal such as aluminum (see 
column 3,lines 5-8). Clearly Aluminum is made in a different process than steel and has 
different mechanical and magnetic properties than steel, and each has different 
functional requirements in the component (Part "B" to absorb noise; see column 4,lines 
9-14). 

5. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Bowen et al. 
in U.S. Patent No. 4,508,145. Bowen et al. discloses a part (heddle frame slat; see 
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column 5,line 23) made of a first part (element 110) made of aluminum that has been 
extruded and a second part (element 112) made of steel that has been shaped in the 
form of a tube (see column 5,lines 23-27), the two parts being joined together by rivet 
connections (120). The two parts have different mechanical properties. 

6. Claims 1 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Sos 
et al. in U.S. Patent No. 4,817,399. Sos et al. discloses two parts made separately (see 
column 7,lines 4-6) that have different shape properties for use in a textile machine, and 
are laser welded together (see column 7,line 55). 

7. Claims 1 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Krzys et al. in U.S. Patent No. 5,828,032. Krzys et al. discloses a component made of 
two parts of dissimilar materials (steel and aluminum) that are laser welded together. 

8. Claims 1 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Wagner et al. in U.S. Patent No. 5,809,647. Wagner discloses laser welding two 
components of stainless steel and copper that have different sizes and different 
mechanical and magnetic properties that are welded together to form a component . 

9. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Bowen et al. 
in U.S. Patent No. 4,404,995. Bowen et al. discloses welding extruded aluminum slats 
(see column 3,lines 17-18) to studs (made of stainless steel to resist corrosion; see 
column 3,line 48) to form part of a component. 

1 0. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
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invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1 1 . Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sos et al. 
in U.S. Patent No. 4,817,399 in view of Ferrara in U.S. Patent No. 3,464,163. Ferrara 
teaches finishing parts by using a vibrating drum (see column 1, lines 46-48). It would 
have been obvious to adapt Sos et al. in view of Ferrara to provide this to polish and 
deburr the parts. 

12. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bowen in 
4,476,900 in view of Baumann in U.S. Patent No. 5,297,589. Baumann in U.S. Patent 
No. 5,297,589 teaches the equivalence of bonding elements by laser welding, rivets or 
screws (see column 3,line 64 to column 4,line 4). It would have been obvious to adapt 
Bowen in view of Baumann to provide this as an equally effective way of bonding the 
elements of heddle rod 16 together. 

13. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bowen in 
U.S. Patent No. 4,476,900. The size of the heddle is considered a matter of design 
choice depending upon the size of the other components in the weaving machine. See 
In re Gardner v. Tec Systems. Inc.. 725 F.2ed 1338, 220 USPQ 777 (Fed. Cir. 1984), 
cert. Denied 469 U.S. 830, 225 USPQ 232 (1984). 

14. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bowen et 
al. in U.S. Patent No. 4,404,995. The size of the heddle is considered a matter of 
design choice depending upon the size of the other components in the weaving 
machine. See In re Gardner v. Tec Systems. Inc.. 725 F.2ed 1338, 220 USPQ 777 
(Fed. Cir. 1984), cert. Denied 469 U.S. 830, 225 USPQ 232 (1984). 
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15. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sos et al. 
in U.S. Patent No. 4,817,399. The size of the heddle is considered a matter of design 
choice depending upon the size of the other components in the weaving machine. See 
In re Gardner v. Tec Systems. Inc.. 725 F.2ed 1338, 220 USPQ 777 (Fed. Cir. 1984), 
cert. Denied 469 U.S. 830, 225 USPQ 232 (1984). 

16. Applicant's arguments filed 2 February 2006 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. Regarding Wagner, U.S. Patent No. 5,809,647, while the cross 
sectional area of the component may be larger, the cross sectional areas of the two 
parts that are welded remains practically the same which is all that is recited by the 
claim. Since the words in the preamble of "appear in a weaving machine" are not in the 
main body of the claim and are not necessary to breathe life and meaning into the 
claims they are not given patentable weight. There are no limitations in claims 1 and 3 
of joining the parts "linearly". Similarly regarding Bowen etal. in U.S. Patent No. 
4,404,995, while the cross sectional area of the component may be larger, the cross 
sectional areas of the two parts that are welded remains practically the same which is 
all that is recited by the claim. There are no limitations in claim 1 of joining the parts 
"linearly". 

17. Claims 5-8 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Geoffrey S Evans whose telephone number is (571)- 
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272-1 174. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 6:30AM to 4:00 PM, 
alternate Fridays off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Pat Ryan can be reached on (571)-272-1292. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding ia assigned is (571)-273-8300. 
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Primary Examiner 
Group 1700 



